Stuart Derbyshire is a controversialist, which, according to one dictionary definition, means that he is "a person who disputes, is good at or enjoys controversy". 1 However, I found a better definition in Cambridge Dictionaries Online -a controversialist is "a person who likes to disagree with other people and say things that make people angry or think about a subject". 2 He certainly has made people angry on at least a couple of occasions during the past few weeks -I hope he has also made them think.
Dr Derbyshire is British, and is now a Senior Lecturer in Psychology at the University of Birmingham. His Personal Page on the Internet, 3 which badly needs updating, reveals that he was at the University of Manchester Rheumatic Diseases Centre before he went to the USA in 1996. There, he was a Visiting Research Fellow in the University of Pittsburgh Departments of Anaesthesiology and Critical Care Medicine, and an Assistant Professor in the UCLA/CARE Neuroenteric Disease Program, before returning to the University of Pittsburgh as an Assistant Professor. His Personal Page also reveals the subjects on which he is prepared to be controversial, namely, Fetal Pain, Animal Rights and Wrongs, and Aids.
A recent article written by him and published in the British Medical Journal (BMJ), under the heading of Controversy and entitled Can fetuses feel pain?, 4 caused quite a stir in Britain and saw Dr Derbyshire invited to debate the issue in a number of radio and television programmes. This article was stimulated by the intention of the US Federal Government to insist that doctors must inform women seeking abortions that "there is substantial evidence that the process of being killed in an abortion will cause the unborn child [of more than 22 weeks gestational age] pain". Stuart Derbyshire does not believe that fetuses can feel pain -a view he has put forward consistently, at least since 1996, when he published a Commentary, also in the BMJ, entitled "Fetal pain is a misnomer". 5 I am not an expert on pain, but I think that Dr Derbyshire is right to say that "experiencing pain is more than simply producing a biological response to a stimulus", and that "an absence of pain in the fetus does not resolve the question of whether abortion is morally acceptable or should be legal". There are other strong arguments for reducing the gestational age beyond which abortion is not permitted, such as that, from 22 weeks or so onwards, and given the necessary support, a child is capable of survival, independent of its mother. I agree with Anna Pringle, a spokesperson for Life, who said that "Our intrinsic dignity as human beings does not in any way depend on the extent of our ability to feel pain". 6 Be that as it may, ATLA readers are likely to be more interested in the practical and ethical issues related to animal experimentation, and Stuart Derbyshire recently made a number of people angry by suggesting that it is Time to Abandon the Three Rs, since "submitting to 'refinement, reduction and replacement' risks the future of animal research". 7 He says that animal experiments are necessary, "so why do scientists persist in denigrating their own behaviour by advocating the Three Rs …?". He sees some point in reduction, refinement and replacement per se, but argues that they are disastrous when "they draw attention away from the value of experimentation and toward the importance of animal welfare". Thus, "the impression is that research animals are a necessary evil, when in fact they are just necessary". He goes on to say that "Simultaneously advocating animal research while trying to apologize and introduce alternatives is a poor defense of animal experimentation. Successful promotion of animal research can only begin when we withdraw support for the Three Rs." Stuart Derbyshire is clearly a highly successful controversialist, and this latest effort certainly raised concern, if not anger, among those committed to the Three Rs and in others more totally for or against animal experimentation. The April issue of The Scientist 8 contains responses from Ray Greek (Americans for Medical Advancement, Los Angeles, CA), Andrew Rowan (Humane Society of the United States, Washington, DC), Chuck Kristensen (Spider Pharm, Yarnell, AZ), Rodger Curren (Institute for In Vitro Sciences, Gaithersburg, MD), Alan Goldberg (Center for Alternatives to Animal Testing, Baltimore, MD), Vicky Robinson (National Centre for 3Rs, London), and Baroness Perry (Nuffield Council of Bioethics, London), with a reply from the Controversialist himself. Not unexpectedly, Ray Greek agrees that the Three Rs should be abandoned, but only because they give credibility to the flawed use of animal models. Chuck Kristensen, however, extols the benefits of employing animal models in ecotoxicology (an approach which, as currently used, is fatally flawed, at least in my opinion). The other discussants support more sensible lines of argument -that there is no unavoidable conflict between the interests of animals and humans, that doing the best possible research is crucial, and that this will increasingly be achieved by using modern methods which will be less dependent on live animal procedures.
Thus, Stuart Derbyshire is certainly making people think, although I am not sure why this latest effort has evoked such a response. He has expressed his controversial views on animal welfare on many previous occasions, for example, by attacking proposals to replace the British Animal Welfare Act 1911, in an article entitled Ruining cats and dogs, 9 as well as focusing on animal research in greater depth than in his more-recent provocation, in Animal research: a scientist's defence (2001) 10 and in Vivisection: put human welfare first (2004). 11 I have to say that I have a guarded respect for Stuart Derbyshire -we know where he stands, and, while he may make us a bit angry, he makes us think and question the basis of our own beliefs. By contrast, I have much less respect for those who have seized the opportunity presented to them by the SPEAK animal rights extremists, by forming and encouraging Pro-Test in support of the new biomedical research facility at Oxford University. Are the founder of Pro-Test, 16-year-old Laurie Pycroft, and Professor Tipu Aziz (Radcliffe Infirmary, Oxford, and Charing Cross Hospital, London), Professor John Stein (University Department of Physiology, Oxford), and Dr Evan Harris (Liberal Democrat MP for Oxford West and Abingdon) truly committed to the effective application of the Animals (Scientific Procedures) Act 1986 and Directive 86/609/EEC, which govern laboratory animal use in the UK, both of which are firmly based on the Three Rs? Or are they really closet supporters of the abandonment of reduction, refinement and replacement, so that animal experimentation can prosper without these apparently limiting complications?
These recent events have placed the Research Defence Society (RDS) in a rather difficult position. The Society has distanced itself from Stuart Derbyshire, on the grounds that "There is now a risk that his rejection of the Three Rs will be exploited by antivivisection groups to suggest that researchers do not care about animal welfare". 12 The commitment of the RDS to the Three Rs has also been reconfirmed, but there surely must be some anxiety in their Shaftesbury Avenue HQ about the utterances of Laurie Pycroft about the inescapably low value of animal lives, notably at a recent discussion in Parliament, and the stance taken by Professor Aziz against the Three Rs and the establishment of the NC3Rs, 11 including condoning the use of animals for testing cosmetics, 13 as well as the implantation of electrodes into the brains of macaques. Professor Stein is said to have claimed that putting electrodes into the brains of monkeys is "painless because there are no receptors in the brain", 14 but the animals he uses have chemically-induced Parkinson's disease-like symptoms, and have to be strapped in so-called primate chairs with their heads held rigid for hours on end! In his 2004 comment on the establishment of the NC3Rs, Stuart Derbyshire says: "I have no sympathy with the agenda of animal rights, but I can understand anyone's confusion at a centre to promote alternatives to animal research being built at the same time as the expansion of animal research at Oxford". 11 He is right to draw attention to this point, but it is no less confusing that the Chief Executive of the Medical Research Council, where the NC3Rs is currently based, has retained some links with the University Department of Physiology at Oxford, which benefits substantially from MRC funding and which has been deeply involved in promoting the establishment of the new animal research facility. There is no reason to believe that everything is not above board, but the importance of credibility and public perception must not be overlooked, particularly in view of the highly controversial nature of animal experimentation. The NC3Rs deserves better than this, although there is no reason to doubt the integrity or sincerity of its staff or its principal advisers.
Moving on, I also have to say that, while I do not agree with the positions adopted by either Stuart Derbyshire or Ray Greek, I increasingly wonder how many of us still have an evenly balanced and simultaneous commitment to all the Three Rs. I am not alone in being disappointed at the lack of progress made, especially in relation to reduction and replacement, since the 1986 Act began to take effect at the beginning of 1987. As I have recently said elsewhere, 15 while it is often claimed that it is the poor relation among the Three Rs, refinement seems to be becoming increasingly fashionable, especially as it can be used to excuse the indefinite continuation of the reliance of research and testing on animal models. For me at least, refinement cannot resolve the fundamental dilemmas inherent in using laboratory animals. Giving a monkey a tennis ball to play with, and hiding its food so it must search for it, may be better than long confinement in a barren cage, but that's not enough for me. This is in line with the thinking of William Russell and Rex Burch, 16 who said: "Refinement is never enough, and we should always seek further reduction and if possible replacement. … Replacement is always a satisfactory answer." 15 It is reported in the latest RDS NEWS 17 that, when Michael Festing (yet again) "highlighted the inadequacies of experimental design in many published papers, and how lack of statistical consideration may impede both good science and proper application of the Three Rs", Lord Sainsbury, the Science Minister, was "impressed so much that he left the meeting determined to raise UK scientists' statistical prowess". That is good news, but why has it taken so long for the link between the potential for reduction and the improvement of the science to be recognised? What have the Home Office ministers and their officials and inspectors been doing all this time?
My own conclusion is that, being content to leave the quest for reduction in the capable hands of Michael Festing, the NC3Rs, and now, Lord Sainsbury, FRAME should reaffirm its commitment to replacement, the most difficult of the Three Rs to achieve. It is only replacement that opens up the possibility of using novel and modern in vitro and in silico approaches to provide information of direct relevance to the protection of human health and to the understanding and prevention or successful treatment of diseases -including the diseases which are used as examples by Derbyshire, Aziz, Stein and their ilk, in order to protect and prolong the use of yesterday's techniques in tomorrow's science. 
